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Violation Warning 
Form COL Denial of Rights Under Color of Law 


> Violation Warning—18 U.S.C. §242; 18 U.S.C. §245; 42 U.S.C. §1983 


Name and address of Notice Recipient : . 
Gardner City Attorney Ryan Denk, Police Chief 
Pamela Waldeck, and Detective Phillp Brenneman 


Name and address of Citizen 


Father of 18CV03813 Matthew Aaron Escalante 


733 Hemlock St 
Gardner KS.G6030 16540 N Moonlight Rd, Gardner, KS 66030 
& Charles Droege Chief Judge of the District Court improperly handling PFS E.O. 


The Defendants listed above as Notice Recipients are willfully engaging in a Course of Conduct that is not proper, legal nor inline with Gardner Code 
of Ethics Chapter 2.20 Police Department in that, it is fact that the GPD is knowingly unlawfully acting " against the guidelines in Kansas Statute 
KSA 21-5924 in a form of Prejudice and Bias Hated towards the Filer of this Section 1983 lawsuit. Retaliation seen in a false crime filing 24-DV00742 on 
Dec 9, 2023 and warrant issued over father on Feb 7, 2024, and the GPD has no personal nor subject matter jurisdiction over Mr Escalante as, not one of those 
our restraining orders listed in complaint are even existence over Mr Escalante. ee Exhibits A, B, C,(State vs Hendricks Kan App 2016) Cease and Desist 
This is the Direct Result of Honorable John Broomes letting the Defendants of 2:23-CV02491 go unaddressed, Those defendants just tried to Manipulate DV 
system against the Plaintiff an Unlawful Restraint just occurred again. Respectfully, Hon Broomes should see its appropriate to Recuse now from 
2:23-CV02529. T.y. The High Court must not please lead a course for Deviant Defendant Conduct, as JoCo Judiciciary is not Longer Appropriate venue. 


> Date > 2/18/24 


Legal Notice and Warning 


Federal law provides that it is a crime to violate the Rights of a citizen under the color-of-law. You 
can be arrested for this crime and you can also be held personally liable for civil damages. 


Attempting to cause a person to do something by telling that person that such action is required by law, when 
it is not required by law, may be a felony. 


18 USC §242 provides that whoever, under color of any law, statute, ordinance, regulation, or custom, 
willfully subjects any person in any State, Territory, Commonwealth, Possession, or District to the deprivation 
of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured or protected by the Constitution or laws of the United States 
... Shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 

18 USC §245 provided that Whoever, whether or not acting under color of law, intimidates or interferes with 
any person from participating in or enjoying any benefit, service, privilege, program, facility, or activity 
provided or administered by the United States; [or] applying for or enjoying employment, or any perquisite 
thereof, by any agency of the United States; shall be fined under this title, or imprisoned not more than one 
year, or both. 

42 USC §1983 provides that every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, 
or usage, of any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to be subjected, any citizen 
of the United States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, 
or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, 
suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress. 


Warning, you may be in violation of Federal Law and persisting with your demand may lead to your arrest 
and/or civil damages! Also understand that the law provides that you can be held personally responsible and 
liable, as well as your company or agency. 

You are advised to cease and desist with your demand and to seek personal legal counsel if you do not 


understand the law. 


Notice of Service: 


I, Matthew Escalante certify that | personally delivered this notice to above named recipient 
and address on February 18, 2024 at 10:05 


Public Domain—Privacy Form COL(01) 
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IN THE JOHNSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 


CRIMINAL DIVISION 
State of Kansas ) Case no 24-DV00172, 2222222. 
Plaintiff 
VS. ) 
Matthew Escalante 
Defendant 


MOTION TO CORRECT ILLEGAL SENTENCE 


The Defendant submits this Motion to Correct Illegal Sentence pursuant to KSA 60-1507 
and given on good faiths upon the Grounds of the Court's visible lack of 

Personal and Subject Matter Jurisdiction over the Defendant on these matters of alleged 
restraining order violation. The following facts are present surrounding case 24-DV00172 and 
the parties civil court orders alleged to purportedly violated by Defendant: 


1. Exhibit A is the current Civil Court order that has jurisdiction over parties Matthew 
Escalante and divorced exwife Janelle Escalante and their 2 minor daughters. Ex. A is 
titled Doc 307 Journal Entry and Final Judgement from 18CV03813 and it clearly 
states the civil order is pursuant KSA 23-3219 and KSA 60-245 and only a purported 
violation of it under KSA Chapter 23 statutes is possible with parties. 


2. The criminal complaint lists 4 possible statutes as being what the Purported Civil 
Order alleged violated here is pursuant to KSA 38-2242, 2244, 2245 and KSA 60 
1607. The first three listed cannot apply to Matthew Escalante and facts present 

The other KSA 60-1607 is an old statute has been moved into new family law codes, 
and revisor of statutes lists it as Newly KSA 23-3707 Under Revisor's Note: 
" Section transferred to 23-2707." 


3. The KSA 23-2707 state statute Is listed as such: 23-2707. Interlocutory orders; 
permissible orders; ex parte orders; as orders; service of process. (a) Permissible 
orders. After the filing of a petition for divorce, annulment or separate maintenance, 
and during the pendency of the action until the entry of tinal judgment the judge 
assigned to hear the action may, without requiring bond, make, modify, vacate and 
entorce by attachment, orders 
CaseAnnotations 14. Statute applies only to temporary orders entered “during the 
pendency of the [divorce] action prior to final judgment,” but does not apply to 
orders made after tinal judgment. State vs Hendricks, 52 Kan. App. 2d 737, 738, 


372 P.3d 437 (2016) 


4, Parties Mr Escalante and purported ‘victim’ mother Janelle Escalante of this purported 
‘Crime’ are currently in their Sth year of divorce after Final Judgement of 18CV03813. 


5. The statute in which the Assistant District Attorney Andrew J. Jennings is attempting 
to wrongfully prosecute and interfere into Defendants companionships with his 
daughters cannot even apply to the Defendant because this civil Order alleged to be 
violated does not and can not apply to a party in their Sth year after Final Judgement 
in a KS divorce under KSA 60-1607. Because the Order over Matthew Escalante is 
pursuant 23-3219. Family Law Codes 

6. Judge Burmaster used the wrong statutes if Assistant District Attorney Jennings 

believes he can criminally charge Mr Escalante, under a non applicable statute to parties. 
Mr. Escalante can't be charged for anything under 23-3207(KSA 60-1607 or the other 
statutes listed in Complaint in 24-DV00172, that would create a Manifest Injustice subject 


to KSA 60-1507, Motion Correcting an Illegal Sentence 
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7. Hadad provides thie Motion to Correct the ificea Sentence tne is Occurring 


in 24-DV00172, as there lack of Personal and Subject Matter jurisdiction as 
the District Attorney's office is not following Kansas Law in how it is prejudicing 
against the Father, who is defendant in this case. 


8. The Kansas Courts have previously held the similar situation of State Vs Hendricks, 
The Court found that the reversal of a sentence was owed A 
and then granted to Defendant Daniel Hendricks. 

9. A fair and just Johnson County Courts would also stop this Leet ae 
proceeding from continuing entirely to avoid a future emlockot 


‘State Vs Escalante’ reversal. Defendant requests the Gardner KS 66030 
Court issue disciplinary measures onto Plainitff 913-286-2250 
undersigned on the Complaint, Andrew J Jennings, and no fax 


Also severe disciplinary measures for Janelle Leigh Escalante’s — eskie678@aol.com 
Material Misrepresentation in this proceeding to GPD of court orders. 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that Motion to Correct Illegal Sentence of 24-DV00172 was 
sent to parties in the proceeding on Feb 16, 2024 via electronic mail service 


Assistant District Attorney 
150 W SantaFe St 3rdFloor 
Olathe KS 66061 


Case 2:23-cv-02536-TC-TJJ Document 23 Filed 02/18/24 


Part of Thomson Reuters 


438 


Page 4 of 29 


No. 113,597 
Court of Appeals of Kansas. 


State v. Hendricks 


52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) * 


372 P.3d 437 


Decided May 6, 2016 


No. 113,597. 
05-06-2016 


STATE of Kansas, 
HENDRICKS, Appellant. 


Appellee, v. Daniel 


Jean Ann Uvodich, of Olathe, for appellant. 
Shawn E. Minihan, assistant district attorney, 
Stephen M. Howe, district attorney, and Derek 
Schmidt, attorney general, for appellee. 


LEBEN, J. 
*438 
Jean Ann Uvodich, of Olathe, for appellant. 


Shawn E. Minihan, assistant district attorney, 
Stephen M. Howe, district attorney, and Derek 
Schmidt, attorney general, for appellee. 


Before ARNOLD-BURGER, P.J.. GREEN and 
LEBEN, JJ. 


LEBEN, J. 


Daniel Hendricks appeals his criminal conviction 
for violating a no-contact order entered in his 
divorce case. Hendricks argues that the statute 
making it a crime to violate a protection order 
doesn't apply to orders entered in a divorce case 
after the divorce decree has been entered. The 
order Hendricks violated was entered several years 
after the decree in his divorce case, during new 
disputes with his ex-wife about child-custody and 
visitation matters. 


casetext 


73 


ioe} 


Hendricks argues on appeal that K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 21-5924, the statute that makes it a crime to 
violate certain protection orders, did not apply to 
the protection order he violated. The statute makes 
it a crime to violate protection orders entered 
under several specifically listed statutes, including 
protection-from-abuse orders *738 entered under 
K.S.A. 60-3105, 60-3106, 60-3107; 
protection-from-stalking orders entered under 
K.S.A. 60-31a05 or 60-31a06 ; and temporary 
orders issued in divorce cases under K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-2707. The State cites K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
23-2707 as the authority for the no-contact order 
entered against Hendricks. 


or 


But that provision, K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707, 
applies only to temporary orders entered “during 
the pendency of the [divorce] action prior to final 
judgment,” while three other statutes provide for 
the modification of child-custody or parenting- 
time orders after final judgment: K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-3218, 23-3219, 23-3221. 
Accordingly, Hendricks was right that the criminal 


and 


statute under which he was charged did not apply, 
and we must set aside his conviction. 


Analysis 


We have only limited information about the 
underlying disputes between Hendricks and his 
ex-wife, as only three documents from the divorce 
file are in our record: (1) an amended divorce 
petition filed in 2006; (2) the decree of divorce 
filed in 2006 (though without 
separation agreement, which the decree says was 


the parties' 


attached to it); and (3) the no-contact order filed in 


739 


439 
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State v. Hendricks 


"x01" reoertich recites orders entered at a hearing 
held July 8, 2013, involving ongoing child- 
custody disputes. Among other things, that order 
provided that Hendricks “have no contact” with 
his ex-wife or his two minor children and required 
that Hendricks obtain a mental-health evaluation. 
The title of the order (“Journal Entry Regarding 
Temporary Court Orders”) indicated that it was 
temporary. 


With the no-contact order still in place, Hendricks 
left two phone messages for his ex-wife in March 
2014 saying that he was going to pick up their 
children on his upcoming birthday. The ex-wife 
reported this to the police, and Hendricks was 
arrested. The State charged him with two counts 
of violating a protection order in violation of 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924. The criminal case 
was tried to a judge on stipulated facts, and the 
judge found Hendricks guilty of two counts of 
violating a protection order. Hendricks then 
appealed to this court. 


On appeal, Hendricks raises several arguments, 
but we only need *739 to address his claim that 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924, which makes it a 
crime to violate an order entered under K.S.A. 
2013 Supp. 23-2707, doesn't apply because 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707 authorizes temporary 
orders only before final judgment (here, entry of 
the divorce decree)}—and the no-contact order here 
was entered several years after the divorce decree. 
The question is one of statutory interpretation, so 
we review it without any required deference to the 
district court. State v. James, 301 Kan. 898, 903, 
349 P.3d 457 (2015). In our opinion, we have cited 
to the statutory provisions as of the date the State 
alleged Hendricks committed these offenses, 
March 2014; minor changes not relevant to the 
issues we discuss have been made to some of the 
cited statutes since then.*439 The State's case 
against Hendricks must rise or fall on whether 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707 provided the 
authority under which the no-contact order was 
entered. K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924 makes it 


casetext 


740 


52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) 


unlawful to violate only certain specified 
protection orders, and K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707 
is the only provision the State has cited as 
authority for the no-contact order entered against 
Hendricks. It provides for the entry of temporary 
orders “during the pendency of the action prior to 
final judgment”: 


“Interlocutory orders. (a) Permissible 


orders. After a petition for divorce, 
annulment or separate maintenance has 
been filed, and during the pendency of the 
action prior to final judgment the judge 
assigned to hear the action may, without 
requiring bond, make and enforce by 


attachment, orders which: 


“(2) restrain the parties from molesting or 
interfering with the privacy or rights of 
each other; 


“(3) provide for the legal custody and 
residency of and parenting time with the 
the 
necessary, of either party and of the minor 


minor children and support, if 
children during the pendency of the 


action.” K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23—2707(a). 


A divorce action combines several claims— 
potentially for child support, child custody, 


parenting time, maintenance, and _ property 
division—into a single cause of action. Unless 
some of those are left undecided, the divorce 
decree is a final judgment. See McCain v. McCain, 
219 Kan. 780, 549 P.2d 896 (1976) (holding that 
divorce rulings are final and appealable only when 
court has both granted divorce and resolved all 
other issues in the case, such as child custody and 
property division). K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60—254(b) 
provides *740 that a judgment usually is not final 
if the court resolves only some of the pending 
claims for relief. But where, as occurred in the 


Hendricks' case, a decree of divorce is entered 


74 


N 
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State v. Hendricks 
"SSChP TO apply. See Leben, Practitioner's Guide to 
Kansas Family Law, Civil Procedure & Evidence 
§ 21.26a (1st ed. 2008 Supp.). 


Even if it did, the State's suggestion that a K.S.A. 
2013 Supp. 60—254(b) certification would be 
required in the typical divorce case would cause 
highly negative, unintended consequences that 
would be a surprise to Kansas_ divorce 
practitioners and to most Kansans who have been 
divorced and remarried. If we were to accept the 
State's argument, standard decrees without a 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60-254(b) certification entered 
in Kansas over the years would not constitute final 
judgments, making voidable the new marriages of 
previously divorced Kansans. See K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-2713 (providing in most cases that a 
marriage entered into “before a judgment of 
divorce becomes final shall be voidable until the 
decree of divorce becomes final”). Standard 
divorce forms used in Kansas do not have such a 
certification. Nor should they. That's because 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 60—254(b) simply doesn't 
apply; the divorce decree entered after trial or 
settlement does resolve all of the pending claims 
for relief. The judgment is no less final simply 
because later motions for modification may be 
made. 


So we do not accept the State's argument that the 
divorce decree entered in the Hendricks' divorce 
case in 2006 wasn't a final *742 judgment. Since 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924 makes it a crime only 
to violate orders entered under K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
23-2707 (along with some other statutes not 
involved in this case), and since K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-2707 only applies to temporary orders 
entered “during the pendency of the [divorce] 
action prior to final judgment,” that seems to 
preclude the State's claim that Hendricks violated 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924. Final judgment in 
the Hendricks' divorce came in 2006, and the 
order he violated wasn't entered until 2013. 


casetext 


441 
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52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) 


We can envision one additional argument the State 
could make. At first glance, there might be some 
ambiguity here given the way divorce cases with 
children are handled. Such cases don't fully go 
away until the children have reached age 18 and 
graduated from high school. See K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-3001 (child support terminates when a 
child turns 18 unless the child hasn't yet graduated 
from high school or the parents have agreed 
otherwise); K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-3005 (court 
may modify child-support order after 3 years or 
when a material change of circumstances occurs). 
Accordingly, as both Kansas law and the divorce 
decree in the Hendricks' case recognize, the 
district court retains jurisdiction to consider 
modification of the decree. 


The State could argue that once another motion to 
modify is made, the divorce action is once again 
“pending,” and “final judgment” has not yet been 
entered on the new claim. The limitation on the 
court's authority expressed in K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
23—2707(a) is two-fold: the court's action must be 
“Talfter a petition for divorce, annulment or 
separate maintenance,” and it must be “during the 
pendency of the action prior to final judgment.” If 
motions to modify a divorce decree are filed and 
ruled upon, the court's ruling on such matters itself 
becomes a “final judgment” subject to appeal. See, 
e.g. *441 Hardenburger v. Hardenburger, 216 
Kan. 322, Syl. ¢ 4, 532 P.2d 1106 (1975) (mother 
appealed the district court's denial of her petition 
to modify child custody). Thus, one might argue 
that any time a motion to modify is filed, the case 
is once again active and pending “prior to final 
judgment.” Under this argument, then, K.S.A. 
2013 Supp. 23-2707(a) could once again provide 
the authority for the entry of temporary orders. 
*743 But such an argument would ignore the three 
specific statutes that provide authority for the 
entry of orders modifying the final judgment in a 
divorce case with respect to child custody or 
parenting time, K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-3218, 23- 
3219, and 23-3221. K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-3218 
provides for the modification of previous child- 
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State v. Hendricks 


OI OF visitation orders when circumstances 
change and specifically authorizes new temporary 
orders. K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-3219 provides 
specific filing requirements for any “motion to 
modify a final order” about child custody or 
residential placement. And K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23— 
3221 provides for the modification of parenting- 
time orders when that would be in the child's best 
interests. These specific statutes, not K.S.A. 2013 
Supp. 23-2707, provide the authority for orders 
entered after entry of the divorce decree. 


Moreover, even if—in the civil divorce case 
between Hendricks and his ex-wife—the divorce 
court does retain some residual authority under 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707 to enter further orders 
as needed, that does not authorize a broad reading 
of K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924, a criminal statute. 
Under the rule of lenity, ambiguous criminal 
statutes are generally construed narrowly against 
the State. While sometimes phrased in different 
ways, the essence of the rule is that if there is 
some legitimate ambiguity in a criminal statute, 
that ambiguous language should not be the basis 
for convicting a citizen of a crime. See State v. 
Williams, 303 Kan. 750, 760-61, 368 P.3d 1065 
(2016) (noting that any reasonable doubt about the 
meaning of a criminal statute should be resolved 
in favor of the defendant); State v. Coman, 294 
Kan. 84, 97, 273 P.3d 701 (2012) (where there are 
“two reasonable and sensible interpretations of a 
criminal statute, the rule of lenity requires the 
court to interpret its meaning in favor of the 
accused”). Had the legislature wanted to make it a 
crime to violate orders entered under these 
separate statutes, which authorize post-decree 
modifications, it could easily have listed them in 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924. Instead, with respect 
to orders entered in divorce actions, the legislature 
only made it a crime to violate orders entered 
under K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 23-2707. 


52 Kan. App. 2d 737 (Kan. Ct. App. 2016) 


The rule of lenity serves two important purposes. 


744 First, people *744 should have fair notice of what 


44 


Ne 


is criminal. Second, narrow interpretation when 
there is some reasonable doubt about a criminal 
statute's meaning best respects the legislature's 
role in defining what constitutes a crime. Kansas 
has no common-law crimes, K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 
21-5103(a), so something is a crime only if the 
legislature says so by statute. Were we to broadly 
interpret criminal statutes, we might inadvertently 
overstep our role and make something criminal 
even though the legislature had not intended that 
result. See State v. Braun, 47 Kan.App.2d 216, 
217, 273 P.3d 801 (2012), rev. denied 297 Kan. 
1248 (2013). 


Given this rule, we do not think it reasonable to 
construe K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924 to apply to 
Hendricks' case. The no-contact order he violated 
was entered many years after the divorce decree, 
which was the final judgment in his divorce case. 
A reasonable reading of K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21— 
5924 certainly supports Hendricks' argument on 
appeal. 


Our ruling does not mean that the no-contact order 
itself was useless or lacked authority. We presume 
that the district court had authority to enter it, and 
once properly entered, the district court also had 
authority to enforce it through contempt powers or 
otherwise. We simply conclude that the violation 
of this no-contact order was not also a crime under 
K.S.A. 2013 Supp. 21-5924. 


The district court's judgment is reversed, and the 
case is remanded to the district court with 
directions to set aside the defendant's *442 
conviction and to dismiss the State's criminal 


complaint against him. 
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18CV03813 
Divl4 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS 
CIVIL COURT DEPARTMENT 
In the Matter of: ) 
) 
JANELLE ESCALANTE, ) 
Petitioner, ) 
and ) Case No. 18CV3813 
) Division No. 14 
MATTHEW ESCALANTE, ) 
Respondent. ) 


JOURNAL ENTRY OF JUDGMENT AND FINAL ORDER 


NOW ON THIS 18" day of October, 2023, this matter comes on for hearing. Petitioner appears 
not but by counsel, Christopher Wilson. Respondent appears with appointed counsel, Edward 
Bigus. The Court considers the record and the arguments of Respondent Father, his counsel, and 


Petitioner’s counsel. Whereupon the Court finds and orders as follows: 


1. Over a year ago, on June 30, 2022, Father was ordered by this Court to exercise a handful 
of supervised parenting sessions at The Layne Project due to disturbing messages he had 
sent to the children. 

2. Father made clear to the Court that he would “take a knee” and not see his children until 
after the first of the year. 

3. The Court implored Mr. Escalante to reconsider, to visit his children, to work with the 
Guardian Ad Litem, and to re-establish a normal parenting routine with his children. 

4. Since that time, Father has steadfastly refused to see his children. 

5. The Court has done all it can to encourage Father to see his children. The Court has asked 
Father, the Court has explained that seeing the children would be in their best interest, the 
Court has threatened Father with contempt, and the Court has even sentenced Father to 30 


days in jail --- all to no avail. Even at no cost to him, Father has refused to visit his 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
10/18/23 11:43am JLD 


10. 


11. 
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children. ! 

Father has steadfastly refused to see his children and refused to provide all but the 
tiniest of financial support. 

Instead of seeing or supporting his children, Father has focused on harassing Mother, her 
counsel, the Court, and others with frivolous lawsuits and absolutely false allegations on 
the internet. 

The Court has been as patient as it can be with Father but sees no just reason for further 
delay. 

The parties have been divorced for several years and the Court has made plain that only 
two issues remain in this case: parenting time and child support. 

The Court will leave the issue of child support to the Hearing Officer. 

Regarding parenting time, the Court finds pursuant to K.S.A. 23-3203 that it is in the best 
interests of the minor children that Mother have sole decision-making custody of the 
children as Father has refused to see his children. Further, as Father has actively estranged 
himself from the children, Father will exercise no time with the children or contact the 
children by any means until he contacts Livingston Counseling, begins reintegrative 
therapy with the children at his expense, and produces a report from the therapist 
recommending expanded time with the children. He is directed to contact Livingston 
Counseling without delay. The Court will consider no motions of any kind by Father until 


he complies with the Court’s order. 


1 Today, Father provided a wholly non-credible excuse for not visiting his children as ordered. His attempt 
to blame The Layne Project was simply nonsensical. However, the Court declined to send Father to jail 
because the point of the 30-day sentence was not to incarcerate Father but instead to persuade him to visit his 


children. It is clear now he refuses to see his children and will go to lengths to ensure that he doesn’t. 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 
10/18/23 11:43am JLD 
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12. This final order and judgment is issued in accordance with K.S.A. 60-254. Parties are 


advised they may appeal this decision. 


IT IS SO ORDERED. 


/s/ Paul W. Burmaster 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 


Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas 


10/18/23 11:43am JLD 
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. © IN THE DISTRICT COURT, JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS 
»< 1 1C a 28 USCS SECTION 1738 
Gardner Police please cease and desist from known attempts to Enforce the Non Compliant 18USC2265 
se pice ss or Extended — of oe 22CV03391 : ste 9 aaa Emails one ae 
. from Chief of Police, and they also speak of a "cure" attempted to be applied by Burmaster in a kids custo earing though 
IN THE MATTER OF: No KSA 60-31a07 is rkfiadand ce Extended Order is Void Fee is n Bicones let Judge Burmaster fess this figh 
Court stating Judicial Immunity cannot be re-litigated when he dismissed 2:23-CV0471, and the same day the 
JANELLE LEIGH ESCALANTE, IT IS FACT THAT SAME DAY, Plaintiff pu same prima facie onto judge Burmaster in 24-CV00369 
PLAINTIFF, Judicial Immunity compromised was caw also displayed to the Joco Court and they acknowledged in 24-CV00369 
ohn Broomes CHOSE not to acknowledge Burmaster judicial immunity is compromised. Broomes must Recuse immediately, 
aa This request for Broomes dccqualificnion from Escalante proceedings is asked to the Magistrate to review 
roomes nonaction in these matters. As the direct cause and effect, it is now new constitutional injuries can enter this 
% High Court, but not Broomes to handle , he is respectfully attempting to protect Burmaster& that is Largely inappropriate, 
MATTHEW AARON ESCALANTE, to say the Least. Brooms making statements of prejudice in pleadings of Plaintiff 'harasssing’ . Plaintiff 
DEFENDANT is a Peacekeeper, and has harassed no one, No complaints were 22 3391 
’ — offered from any staff or anyone in these proceedings and Brooms is showing Prejudice largely. Please address. 


Authentication under Act of Congress 


STATE OF KANSAS) 
) SS. 
COUNTY OF JOHNSON) 


Vs 


By Jennie Leach, Chief Clerk of the District Court, in and for Johnson 
County, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full and correct copy of 


EXTENSION OF PROTECTION FROM STALKING ORDER FILED 23 AUG 10 AM 11:17 


in the case therein entitled, as the same appears in my office. 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand, and affixed the Seal of 
Said Court at the City of Olathe, this 8t" day of December 2023. 


Jennie Leach 
Chief Clerk of the District Court 


STATE OF KANSAS _) 
) SS. 
COUNTY OF JOHNSON) 


I, J. Charles Droege, Judge of the Tenth Judicial District of said 
State, and Administrative Judge of the District Court of Johnson County, do 
hereby certify that Jennie Leach, by whom the above attestation was made, was 
at the date thereof Chief Clerk of the District Court, duly qualified, and 
that the same is in due form of law and made by the proper officer. 


_'Pated this 8th day of December 2023. 
Wee aes 
Sn Deeg 
( = USK? ‘ 


, 
“MILIKA: 


Administrative Judge 


Laie 
ee 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS 
Protection from Stalking (K.S.A. 60-31a01 et seq.) Tk bie. 


Extension of Protection from Stalking Order for TKO Additional Years or up to Life 


K.S.A. 60-31a06(d 
Judge or Division: 14 Case Number: 22CV3391 
Court ORI Number: j 


Plaintiff Identifiers: 


Year of Birth 


Plaintiff: 


Janelle Leigh Escalante 


(Date File Stamp) 


Sex: 


Defendant Identifiers: 


Defendant: 


Matthew Aaron Escalante 


| Address 
33.0 EMLOCKST _ 
ARDNER, KS 66030 ___ 


Hearing: This matter was set for hearing on B —-d , 20 2 2 and notice was given to the parties. 


Appearances: [XJ Plaintiff (1 Defendant () Defendant Does Not Appear 
X] Plaintiff's Attorney L Defendant's Attomey (J Other 


he Court Finds: (Only the provision(s) initialed by the judge apply.) 


d ag The defendant has violated a valid protection order, 
____ The defendant has been convicted of a person felony or a conspiracy, criminal solicitation or attempt thereof, under the laws of 
ansas or the laws of another jurisdiction which are substantially similar to such person felony, committed against the plaintiff or a 


Imember of the plaintiff's household. 


he Court Orders: (Only the provision(s) initialed by the judge apply.) 
After review of the file and evidence, the court orders that the attached Final Protection from Stalking Order, entered on 


“£8 20 22. _, shall be extended: 
8 ; 2 +t shetl aot conto et 
3 until -Z 2026. Verenhe dt. . 2 
me fo fis lifetime of the defendant. Petrovic ss Cov rse \ ( evcert by 4 
“Mol, Pico As 4x5 on ly roy be 
Noa" (ed. 


All other terms of the orig 


inal order shall remain in effect. 


This order shall be effective until: 2 BAS- BOLL : 


ONLY THE COURT CAN CHANGE THIS ORDER. 


SO ORDERED: 
Ao -20L2Z 


Date 


LERK OF THE DISTRICT COURT 
D CORRECT CO@YOF THE ORIG! 


07/01/2012 


Scanned with CamScanner 
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WARNING TO DEFENDANT 


Violation of this order may be a severity level 6 person felony under K.S.A. 21-5924, and amendments 
thereto. 


ATTACH THIS EXTENSION ORDER TO THE ORIGINAL PROTECTION FROM STALKING 


PRAECIPE/REQUEST FOR SERVICE 


To the Sheriffof___._ JOHNSON. Service on Chief Law Enforcement Officer: 
County, ___ KS, serve Defendant at: 


—————————=———_—_—_——_————__————_—_—____—————+s 
**SERVED IN COURT** CONFIDENTIAL PD 


EXHIBIT B, this Cert. Order 

has no VAWA text or certificate. 
The neighboring state Missouri 

for example can't enforce this 

w/oa VAWA proof of 18USC2265 
All Orders of Protection issued the 
United States MUST show 
18USC2265 compliancy and 
Extended order of 22CV03391 
shows noncompliancy. It is void 

and constitutionally injuring. 

Any Judge reading this can be 
subject to disciplinary actions for not 
reporting Burmaster to the State Authorities 


of KCJD for knowinghadaingithehabesher 


EXHIBIT'C- Page T0, KSA 21-5907 


Burmaster enpdiien, | just faked a serve 


of D 
Noti 
not fi 


c 26 on page 
e of Protection Order KSAG0-31a07 
lfilled 


in the wrong hearing 


JANELLE ESCALANTE, 


) 
Petitioner, ) Case No. 18-CV-3813 
) Division 14 
vs ) Chapter 60D 
MATTHEW ESCALANTE, ) 
Respondent. ) 


TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING 


PROCEEDINGS had before the HONORABLE JUDGE PAUL W. 
BURMASTER, District Court Judge of Johnson County, Kansas, in 
connection with the above-captioned matter on the 18th of 
October, 2023. 


APPEARANCES 


The Petitioner appeared by and through Counsel Mr. 
Christopher Wilson, Beam-Ward, Kruse, et al., 6845 Collage 
Boulevard, Suite 250, Overland Park, Kansas, 66210. Both 
Respondent and Counsel appeared via Zoom video. 


The Respondent appeared in person and by and through 
Counsel Mr. Edward L. Bigus, 110 South Cherry, Suite 203, 
Olathe, Kansas, 66061, via Zoom video. 


Transcribed by: Carol A. Roberts, CSR 
Supreme Court #1051 
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MR. MATTHEW ESCALANTE: She did n 


MR. EDWARD BIGUS: 


Some of them h 


MR. MATTHEW ESCALANTE: -- reason. 


MR. EDWARD BIGUS: 


££ 


-- 20 pages an 


haven’t read them word-for-word. 


THE COURT: All right. 


10 
ot give any -- 


ave been -- 


d I frankly 


Apparently when the 


protection from stalking and related case was served, it 


didn’t have the original 
We are going to 


now so that he knows 


this? 


previous 


serve Mr. Escalante a 


MR. EDWARD BIGUS: 


he’s got a cop -- a copy of it. 


final order attached. 


copy of that 


I’m -- I’m sorry, what is 


THE COURT: When the PFS was extended at a 


hearing, he was given the extension. But it 


didn’t have the attached original final order. 


Mr. 


Escalante has complained about that. So we’re 


making sure he gets a copy of that. 


So 


with tha 


All 


t today. 


the record should reflect that he was just served 


right. The reason that the Court sentenced Mr. 


visit with his children. 


And he hasn’t done that. 


Over a year 


Escalante to 30 days in jail and gave him the opportunity 


to purge that is because the Court wanted Mr. Escalante to 


ago on June 


30th, Father was ordered by this Court to exercise a 


Integrity Transcription, Carol A. Roberts, Certified Shorthand Reporter 
785-221-0039 


